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This text examines the possible impacts of prior exposure to agriculture, and how this
relates to college students’ food purchasing decisions. This study will assess if college students
had prior exposure to agriculture before attending college, and what type of exposure this was, as
well as assess how this prior exposure may alter purchasing decisions made by students who
attend Mississippi State University. To collect this data, this study used a qualitative survey
method to question students enrolled in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at
Mississippi State University and determine if there is a significant relationship between prior
exposure to agriculture and the purchasing decisions of food products. It was found that a college
student’s prior exposure to agriculture does in fact impact their food purchasing decisions. It is
recommended that this study be replicated with a larger sample size and further research should
be conducted to examine specifically how their purchasing decisions are impacted. This study
could also aid in future research to find the best agriculture education methods for this specific
demographic of college students ages 18-23 in order to raise agriculture literacy rates and
preserve the future of the agriculture industry.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
As technology progresses and the urbanization of society continues to spread, the public
is becoming further removed from agricultural practices (Brandt et al., 2017). With an increase
in technology and improved farming techniques, the demand for agricultural jobs that are
directly related to the farm has decreased (Brandt et al., 2017). This decline in agriculturally
related careers leads families to seek out alternative career options, which results in those
families losing exposure to agriculture as they are now several generations removed from the
farm (Brandt et al., 2017). As families are moving farther away from the farm, agriculture
literacy rates are declining rapidly in young teens and adults (Sandlin & Perez, 2017).
Over the last 25 years the topic of agriculture literacy has become more prevalent in our
society (Brandt et al., 2017). Research concerning how to improve agriculture literacy rates in
children, specifically ages K-5th has been the focus of many educational programs and school
funding throughout the United States (Brandt et al., 2017). The problem of low agriculture
literacy rates has been addressed through various curricula and educational programs by
implementing these educational materials in school systems (Knobloch & Ball, 2003).
Even though research efforts regarding agriculture literacy topics have increased in recent
years, there are still gaps in knowledge surrounding the concept of agriculture literacy on a
variety of platforms (Brandt et al., 2017). One demographic that seems to be overlooked
throughout agriculture literacy research is college students ages 18-23 (Dale et al., 2017). Dale et
1

al., (2017) proved that incoming college freshman were unable to pass a general agriculture
literacy assessment test due to their lack of agricultural knowledge. This demographic should
possess a strong agricultural literacy base in order to make informed purchasing and legislative
decisions (Dale et al., 2017).
It has been shown that as students transition into college from high school, it is some of
the most influential times in a young adult’s life to make purchasing decisions, specifically
decisions related to food (Greaney et al., 2009; Smith, 2013) During this time of transitioning
into adulthood, college students become independent and begin forming new world views and
opinions (Stephens et al., 2012). These newly formulated ideas are often influenced by a variety
of external factors, especially when making purchasing decisions regarding food purchasing
decsions (Greaney et al., 2009; Smith, 2013). Some of these external factors include social
behavior, media, peer influence, and prior experience (Greaney et al., 2009; Smith, 2013;
Grebitus et al., 2017).
Research concerning motivation and other external factors that contribute to the process
of purchasing decisions has been conducted (Greaney et al., 2009; Smith, 2013; Grebitus et al.,
2017). Therefore, it is important to examine how these external factors may influence college
students nutritional purchasing decisions. Smith (2013), states that college students are very
aware of nutritional purchases and how external factors may influence them. However, little
research examines how prior exposure to agriculture may affect college student’s decisionmaking process about nutrition (Grebitus et al., 2017). The intention of this study is to determine
the effects of prior exposure to agriculture, and how these effects can alter purchasing decisions
of college students, specifically ages 18-23.
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Statement of the Problem
The definition of agriculture literacy is an everchanging and expanding concept that
involves many ideas and perceptions (Brandt et al., 2017). However, the definition that will be
used for the purpose of this study is one defined by Brune et al., (2018). Agriculture literacy is
not only understanding how the food and fiber system operates, but it also involves
understanding how the system impacts one’s daily life in regard to environmental, economic,
social, and legislative decisions one can make (Brune et al., 2018).
In the United States, there is a growing concern about the lack of basic agricultural
knowledge in young children, teens, and even adults (Brandt et al., 2017). This problem has
gained more attention across many media platforms and in the world of academia over the last 20
years (Brandt et al., 2017). Experts claim that without proper education in science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics (STEM), children will be unprepared and ill-equipped to face the
future challenges that may lie ahead (Brandt et al., 2017). Efforts to increase agriculture literacy
rates have been addressed through educational programs such as FFA and 4-H, among many
others (Brandt et al., 2017).
College students ages 18-23, more specifically college freshman, have been known to
suffer from a significant lack of agriculture literacy (Dale et al., 2017). This issue can be
influenced by a variety of factors such as homelife, agriculture misconceptions, and even general
lack of interest in these topics (Dale et al., 2017; Holt & Cartmell, 2013). Research has been
conducted to assess a college students agriculture literacy level, but very little information is
available that addresses how students are influenced throughout their college career by their past
exposure to agriculture, and how this may affect their purchasing decisions (Colbath & Morrish,
2010).
3

Purpose of The Study
The purpose of this study was to examine if prior exposure to agriculture influences food
purchasing decisions of college undergraduates enrolled in the College of Agriculture and Life
Sciences in the fall of 2021 at Mississippi State University. The research objectives were as
follows:
1.

Describe students’ exposure to agriculture.

2.

Describe students’ food purchasing habits.

3.

Identify factors influencing students’ purchasing decisions regarding food
products.

4.

Describe how previous exposure to agriculture influences college students’ food
purchasing decisions.
Significance of the Study

The significance of this study is derived from the lack of information surrounding how
prior exposure to agriculture impacts college students, and how this specifically may impact their
food purchasing decisions (Greaney et al., 2009; Smith, 2013; Grebitus et al., 2017). This
research is designed to contribute to the literature, and prompt other researchers to further
investigate the impacts of agriculture on college students purchasing decisions. By providing
both quantitative and qualitative data, it may provide insight into the concept of increasing
agriculture literacy rates and improving agriculture education. This study may offer potential
solutions and ideas for best practices about when, how, and where to target the proper age group
with education, activities, and other various techniques of exposure to agriculture. Results from
this research could prove beneficial to improve agriculture education as a whole and examine
how exposure to agriculture impacts the target audience of college students (Dejarnette, 2012).
Young children, teens, and college students all deserve a chance to receive the best academic
4

training (Dejarnette, 2012). When young people receive excellent academic training, it equips
them with skills needed to excel in the workplace and become thriving citizens in society
(Dejarnette, 2012). This study will measure the impact of prior exposure to agriculture on college
students nutritional purchasing decisions. It also may predict ways to influence young teens and
adults and how their purchasing power is influenced and shed light on how this demographic can
be targeted for agriculture education efforts.
Limitations
1.

The results from this questionnaire were gathered from only one university and
may not be generalizable for students in other regions (Best et al., 2001).

2.

Questions from the questionnaire may be misinterpreted (Best et al., 2001).

3.

Bias may be a factor if a certain amount of participant responses differ from those
who chose not to respond (Suchman, 1962).

4.

Researcher-created instruments can create bias (Suchman, 1962).

5.

Sample size was limited to the College of Agriculture and Life Science and was
not representative of the entire student body at Mississippi State University (Best
et al., 2001).
Assumptions

There are several underlying assumptions for this study. The first assumption was that all
participants who volunteered to take the questionnaire answered each question truthfully and
their responses were accurate to the questionnaire. The second assumption is that all participants
who responded to the questionnaire make purchasing decisions related to nutrition.

5

Definition of Terms
This section provides definitions of the terms used throughout this study. The following
list contains the terms used and their interpretation based on the literature:
Agriculture: “the science, art, or practice of cultivating the soil, producing crops, and raising
livestock and in varying degrees the preparation and marketing of the resulting products ”
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.)
Agriculture Literacy: “can be defined as possessing knowledge and understanding of food and
fiber systems” (Frick et al., 1991, p. 52)
Agricultural Knowledge: an individual’s scope of knowledge about agricultural concepts
(Clemons et al., 2018)
Consumer: “one that consumes: such as one that utilizes economic goods” (Merriam-Webster,
n.d.)
Genetically Modified Organism: “organism whose genome has been engineered in the
laboratory to favor the expression of desired physiological traits or the generation of desired
biological products” (Encyclopædi, n.d.).
Purchasing decisions: “process by which consumers become aware of and identify their needs;
collect information on how to best solve these needs; evaluate alternative available options;
make a purchasing decision; and evaluate their purchase” (Millwood, 2021)
Purchasing power: the amount of independence, freedom, and money one has to purchase a
product or good (Millwood, 2021)
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The intention of this study was to determine the effects of prior exposure to agriculture,
on purchasing decisions of college students, specifically ages 18-23. The topics discussed
throughout this literature review will provide an overview of the impacts of agriculture literacy
in our society, how college students purchasing decisions are influenced, agriculture perceptions
between producer and consumer, agriculture misconceptions, and social media. Agriculture
literacy is an important concept in today’s society in a variety of ways, specifically impacting
consumer purchasing decisions, the economy, and academia (Brune et al., 2018). It is important
that young children and adults be well informed about where their food and fiber come from. By
understanding the food and fiber system, one can make better informed decisions that can
potentially impact the world around them for the betterment of society (Brune et al., 2018).
Through making well informed purchasing decisions citizens, such as college students, can begin
to preserve and shape the future of the agriculture industry by understanding how their decisions
affect the well-being of many families, farms, and companies throughout the United States
(Brandt et al., 2017).
Historical Significance of Agriculture Education and Agriculture Literacy
The concept of agricultural literacy dates back to the early 19th century when Justin
Morrill began the fight for an ‘education for the people’ (Widmer, 2015; Ray, 2021). At the time,
education was primarily intended for the upper-class citizens. College courses focused on
7

educating about art, poetry and Latin, all of which were useless for the middle-working class
(Widmer, 2015). Morrill identified that education should be made relevant to all citizens who
wished to further their education, specifically those who worked in trades related to agriculture
and mechanical arts. He was concerned with the low crop yield and the depleted soil that farmers
fought to maintain year after year and wanted to develop a way to educate farmers about the best
practices to use on their homesteads (Widmer, 2015; Ray, 2021). Justin Morrill set out to change
the trajectory of education and the concept of agricultural literacy forever (Widmer, 2015).
Through the passage of the Morrill Act in 1862 and the Smith-Lever Act of 1914, Justin
Morrill paved the way for agricultural education in America as we know it today (Widmer,
2015). He was determined to bring education to everyone who desired to further their knowledge
about science, technology, engineering, and agriculture (Widmer, 2015; Ray, 2021). During this
time, there were no trade schools or colleges that specifically targeted the working middle-class
demographic (Widmer, 2015). This group of people were focused on providing food and
resources for their families and surrounding community (Widmer, 2015). This ultimately led
Justin Morrill to develop the land-grant university (Widmer, 2015; Ray, 2021). These institutions
were designed to educate the working middle-class by enhancing their skills in order to increase
their productivity in the workforce (Widmer, 2015). Since the implementation of land-grant
institutions, research efforts regarding agriculture, science, and technology have steadily
increased for the advancement of our society (Widmer, 2015).
Land-grant universities are scattered throughout the United States, working to advance
technology and agricultural practices through innovative research, education, and community
outreach (Widmer, 2015; Ray, 2021). Even though land-grant institutions are common, our
society still lacks strong agriculture knowledge (Dale et al., 2017). While agricultural education
8

is becoming all the more prevalent throughout elementary and high schools, incoming college
freshman agricultural literacy levels are low (Colbath & Morrish, 2010). Unless a student is
pursuing a career in agriculture, there is a high likelihood that students will not be exposed to
agriculture throughout their college experience (Colbath & Morrish, 2010). Furthermore,
research should be conducted to determine how to combat low agricultural literacy rates in
college students (Dale et al., 2017). It can be argued that the lack of agriculture literacy rates in
college students can be attributed to many external factors. Those include a lack of exposure to
agriculture, a decrease in involvement with agriculture related academic courses, a lack of
educational resources, and general lack of interest, by the student, in the industry as a whole
(Brandt et al., 2017).
Gap Between Producer and Consumer
Over the last 50 years, the urbanization of the United States has resulted in a surplus of
technological advancements across many disciplines, specifically within the agriculture industry
(Sandlin & Perez, 2017). The improvement of farming practices has been both beneficial and
harmful to our society (Dale et al., 2017). As a result of improved farming practices, producers
have been able to steadily increase the yield of their products to meet the ever-growing demand
of food, fiber and fuel for the world (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). While producers are better
equipped to meet the needs of food and fiber systems, they are slowly losing their connection
with the consumer and damaging the future of agriculture (Holt & Cartmell, 2013).
This knowledge gap between producer and consumer manifests itself in many ways,
specifically within low agriculture literacy levels (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). In 1980, 3.6% of the
United States population was involved in the production of agricultural products and today, only
1% of the U.S. is still involved in agricultural production (Sandlin and Perez, 2017).
9

According to Sandlin and Perez (2017), the agriculture industry has seen a significant
decrease in the general population’s involvement with agriculture in recent years. A survey
conducted in 2012 by the U.S. Farmers and Ranchers Alliance reported that 72% of consumers
stated that their understanding of farming, and basic knowledge about agriculture, was very
limited (Orr, 2012). U.S. agriculture supports the economy by contributing to fuel, oil, fiber, and
food production and exportation (Ag and Food Sectors and the Economy, 2020) Because of this,
it is important for the American public to understand the significance of the role of agriculture in
their everyday lives (Orr, 2012). The disconnect in the knowledge gap between producer and
consumer not only affects the agricultural community, but also businesses of any size across the
globe (Brandt et al., 2017).
Reasons for Agriculture Misconceptions
Citizens are slowly losing interest in any type of personal involvement with agriculture,
yet now more than ever, they are finding their voice to share opinions about it (Holt & Cartmell,
2013). The internet provides instant access to almost any information, from any source
imaginable with a few simple clicks (Didi & Larose, 2006). Because of this, social media has
given any person the ability to share their voice, regardless of their gender, ethnicity, or political
bias (Rayfield et al., 2013). This tool can be beneficial on many levels for personal
communication, education, and it can act as a catalyst for positive change (Holt & Cartmell,
2013). However, now more than ever media outlets are becoming more reactive than proactive,
especially regarding agriculture (Holt & Cartmell, 2013).
College students rely heavily on social media for their information (Holt & Cartmell,
2013). Our society has created an illusion that social media is more accessible and accurate than
any other news outlet (Rayfield et al., 2013). The instantaneous access to information from any
10

source leads to a depletion of reliable information and resources (Rayfield et al., 2013). This can
be detrimental to the communication between producer and consumer. Because students are used
to quick and instant access to information, they are less likely to research reliable, accurate
information (Rayfield et al., 2013).
Rise in Public Interest Surrounding Agriculture
Even though people lack personal involvement in agriculture, there has been a peak in
curiosity surrounding agricultural practices (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). Topics surrounding food
security, nutrition, and gardening have been a growing trend since the early 2000’s (Sandlin &
Perez, 2017). As the public begins to seek out reliable information to educate themselves about
nutritional information or hobbies, it is opening the door of opportunity for education
professionals within the field of agriculture (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). This peak in the public
interest of agriculture related hobbies and lifestyles is making a way for educators to seize the
opportunity for new agricultural education programs and workshops for their surrounding
community (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). Producers struggle to communicate with consumers due to
their lack of connection to the farm (Grebitus et al., 2017).
With a heavy social media presence and the ability to access any and all information,
without a filter for what is accurate and factual information, makes communication between both
grower and consumer all the more challenging (Holt & Cartmell, 2013). Without knowledge of
quality sources from which to draw their information, consumers can be led astray.
Communication between the two parties must improve in order to protect and promote the
growth and future of agriculture and the industry (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). This issue is
incredibly difficult to combat with consumer’s reliance on social media platforms (Holt &
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Cartmell, 2013). Communication barriers must be faced if agricultural literacy rates are going to
be improved in future generations.
Effects of Agriculture Literacy in K-12 Education
Defining Agricultural Literacy
Agricultural literacy, as defined by Brune et al., (2018), involves understanding the
significance of the impacts that food and fiber system has on the environment, economy, social,
and historical factors of our society. This concept of being agriculturally literate means
understanding not only where our food and fiber comes from, but also understanding who grows
it and how it is distributed to consumers (Brune et al., 2018). It is important for consumers to
have a firm grasp of agriculture knowledge in order to support the agriculture industry by
making informed decisions regarding their food, fiber, and fuel (Brune et al., 2018).
Agriculture Education
Over the last 30 years, the need for implementing agricultural education in schools has
been identified in order to preserve the future of the agriculture industry and bridge the gap
between producer and consumer (Clemons et al., 2018). Recent studies posit that early exposure
to agriculture education results in long term benefits, even into adulthood (Brune et al., 2018). If
young children are exposed to agriculture and STEM (science, technology, engineering, and
math) subjects at an early age, they are more likely to incorporate the skills in a practical manner
(Clemons et al., 2018). Exposure to the agriculture industry at a young age allows children's
world view to be expanded, and potentially protect the future of the industry (Brune et al., 2018).
The disconnect between producers and consumers can be influenced by a variety of
factors; however, agricultural literacy levels play a crucial role in the knowledge gap (Dale et al.,
12

2017). In 1981, the United States Department of Agriculture put into place the ‘Agriculture in
The Classroom’ program (Mars & Ball, 2016). This program was designed to make agricultural
literacy a priority in grades K-12. The goal of ‘Agriculture in The Classroom’ is to implement
appropriate and factual lessons about agriculture in order to bring awareness of the agriculture
system to students (American Farm Bureau Foundation, 2020). However, since this program was
put into place, there has been an overwhelming lack of education for adults and college students
in subjects related to agriculture (Mars & Ball, 2016).
Programs and organizations, such as 4-H, FFA, and many others, focus the education of
agriculture solely on young children and teens (Mars & Ball, 2016). Because of this, older
generations can be overlooked as one of the target audiences for agricultural education. STEM
(Science, Technology, Engineering and Math) education is growing in popularity within schools
across the United States (Dejarnette, 2012). These educational programs strive to engage middle
and high school students by providing coursework that is fun and unique, with a future oriented
outcome (Dejarnette, 2012).
By exposing students to STEM subjects at a young age, they will be better equipped for
programs of study that involve these topics (Dejarnette, 2012). Research shows that students who
were actively engaged in STEM-centered learning throughout middle and high school, have a
higher likelihood of choosing a college career that involves agricultural and STEM core classes
(Dejarnette, 2012). These programs are dedicated to preserving the future of agriculture by
involving children in hands-on, experiential learning practices in order to educate in fun, and
innovative ways (Mars & Ball, 2016).
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Agricultural Literacy Rates of College Students
While there are many programs, curricula, and scholarship opportunities related to
agricultural education for school-aged students, there is a large knowledge gap between the
average high school student and incoming college freshman, about agriculture (Dale et al.,
2017). Research shows that there is a drastic change in the agricultural literacy rates of high
school aged students compared to college students (Dale et al., 2017). If college students do not
have a well-rounded education about the world around them, it can have a long-lasting negative
impact on our society (Dale et al., 2017).
As stated by Dale et al., (2017), incoming college freshman failed to demonstrate a
passing knowledge of agriculture after participating in an agricultural literacy knowledge test.
This test was implemented to gauge students prior and current knowledge about agriculture
(Dale et al., 2017). These students lacked a significant amount of basic knowledge pertaining to
agriculture (Dale et al., 2017). Research has been conducted to assess the agricultural literacy
rates of college freshman, however, research examining the change in literacy rates and the
impacts of prior exposure to agriculture concerning college students has yet to be explored (Dale
et al., 2017).
Purchasing Decisions of College Students
College students have reported that with limited time, resources, and knowledge, grocery
shopping can be a challenging task (Greaney et al., 2009; Grebitus et al., 2017; Smith, 2013). It
has been shown that one of the barriers in the process of making a purchasing decision, is cost of
certain products (Greaney et al., 2009; Grebitus et al., 2017; Smith, 2013). This leads students to
eat at local restaurants and fast-food chains to supplement their meals throughout the week
(Greaney et al., 2009; Grebitus et al., 2017; Smith, 2013). However, in recent years the
14

importance for a heathy lifestyle has been realized by many, and college students are becoming
more aware of their purchasing decisions in grocery stores (Greaney et al., 2009; Grebitus et al.,
2017; Smith, 2013).
In today’s society, college students are far more aware of what they are consuming, in
comparison to past generations (Marietta et al., 1999; Greaney et al., 2009; Grebitus et al., 2017;
Smith, 2013). Moreover, millennials in the United States have become advocates for good
nutrition and working to lead a healthful lifestyle (Marietta et al., 1999; Greaney et al., 2009;
Grebitus et al., 2017; Smith, 2013). College students are trend setters for healthy eating and
encouraging their peers to cook meals from home and make responsible diet choices. Smith
(2013) and Grebitus et al., (2017) report that a primary factor in purchasing decisions of young
adults is food labeling, both marketing and nutritional. College students are more likely to
purchase food items base upon cost, labeling, and family influence (Smith, 3013).
Our world is interwoven with the internet and social media (Smith, 2013). The internet
has influenced every aspect of our lives, specifically how we purchase and intake entertainment
(Smith, 2013). As for college students, web-based media platforms serve not only for a source of
entertainment, but also for academic reasons, and news. While social media can be extremely
beneficial for education and communication efforts, it can also be detrimental to the agriculture
industry and lead to misinformation (Smith, 2013).
The phenomenon of convenience shopping can also impact a college students’
purchasing decision (Smith, 2013; Grebitus et al., 2017). Researchers posit that consumers are
far more likely to purchase food products out of their ease of access and availability to that
product over actively seeking out more nutritious, or locally grown products (Smith, 2013).
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Simply the product placement within a store could be the difference on an individual’s
purchasing decision in many cases (Smith, 2013).
Many external factors can affect college student’s perception of food and how they
purchase (Grebitus et al., 2017; Smith, 2013) These external factors evolve around social
constructs, peer pressure, family influence, cost, pre-formed habits and previous experience
(Greaney et al., 2009; Grebitus et al., 2017; Smith, 2013). By investigating specifically what kind
of previous experience college students have had with agriculture, this study has the ability to
shed light upon how agriculture impacts food purchasing decisions.
Conclusions and Implications
Due to an increase in technology and improved food production techniques, people are
moving farther away from the farm (Mars & Ball, 2016). Hart and Cartmell (2013) state that
because of the advancements in farming practices, agricultural literacy rates have reached an alltime low in the United States. To be an informed and responsible consumer, one must strive to
be agriculturally literate (Mars & Ball, 2016). Agricultural literacy involves having an
understanding about the food and fiber system, and how this system effects the economy,
environment, and the social and historical factors surrounding our society (Brune et al., 2018).
The lack of agricultural education has been recognized over the past 30 years, and new
methods of agricultural education are gaining recognition in school systems across the United
States (Mars & Ball, 2016). As organizations work to improve agricultural literacy in school
systems, specifically kindergarten through 12th, one specific demographic seems to be
overlooked (Mars & Ball, 2016). College students ages 18-23 lack significant knowledge
surrounding basic knowledge about the agriculture industry, especially about consumer products
(Holt & Cartmell, 2013). This specific age group has the potential to shape and preserve the
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future of the agriculture industry through their purchasing decisions and career paths (Colbath &
Morrish, 2010).
College student’s agricultural literacy levels are steadily decreasing (Holt & Cartmell,
2013). Agricultural literacy knowledge assessments are primarily conducted within middle and
high school aged students (Mars & Ball, 2016). There is a lack of research conducted in the postsecondary age bracket concerning agricultural literacy and the impacts of prior exposure to
agriculture (Mars & Ball, 2016). Furthermore, by answering this question, researchers should be
able to determine the impact of how previous agriculture exposure impacts consumer purchasing
power. College students possess the power to make a lasting impact upon their community,
personal health, peers, and the agriculture industry through their nutritional purchasing decisions
(Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric, 2010; Dale et al., 2017). It has been shown that within the
decision-making process that every person experience, results of these decisions play a role in
their future career and family’s well-being (Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric, 2010). Educational
methods should be put into place to inform and educate college students about the agriculture
industry and the impacts of their purchasing decisions. The purpose of this study was to examine
how prior exposure to agriculture alters consumer behavior of college students ages 18-23.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this study is based upon the agriculture literacy framework
described by Elliot (1999). This agriculture literacy framework depicts the three major
components that influence a person’s level of agricultural literacy. Elliot (1999) describes the
three components as: 1) education, 2) personal characteristics, and 3) participation in agricultural
activities. Throughout this framework, the three components that formulate the core knowledge
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base of a person’s agricultural literacy levels will be examined, as well as how the three
components may affect the decision-making process of a consumer, between the ages of 18-23.
Elliot suggests that agriculture literacy is an important factor in the education and success
of society. Research has shown a drastic lack of agriculture knowledge in college students, and it
has been proven, throughout the last decade, that this trend is on a steady trajectory upward
(Colbath & Morrish, 2010). College students possess the power to alter the future of agriculture
based upon their purchasing choices and their decision-making process (Colbath & Morrish,
2010).
As a student graduates, high school, and transitions into the role of a college student, they
face many new opportunities to form opinions, make their voices heard, and share their beliefs
with peers (Colbath & Morrish, 2010). Due to college students newly found freedom in making
decisions, they can be heavily influenced by outside sources such as family, media, peers, and
academic courses (Colbath & Morrish, 2010). It is important that college students have a basic
understanding about the agriculture industry and how it plays a role in their lives in order to
make well informed decisions (Colbath & Morrish, 2010).
When examining opinions and knowledge of the target population, it is crucial to first
gain an understanding about the complex process in making decisions (Colbath & Morrish,
2010). The decisions made by consumers within the demographic of 18-23-year-olds will
ultimately affect the future of the agriculture industry and legislative decisions made by this
population (Elliot, 1999; Colbath & Morrish, 2010). Therefore, Elliot’s agriculture literacy
framework can be applied to this research for it proves beneficial in examining what influences a
person’s agriculture literacy rates in comparison with how prior knowledge of agriculture plays a
role in these purchasing decisions (Colbath & Morrish, 2010).
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Agriculture Literacy Framework
In Elliot’s, (1999) agriculture literacy framework, he suggests that there are three major
components that all effect a person’s opinions and knowledge base related to one’s agriculture
literacy levels. The three core pillars of Elliot’s (1999) model are as follows, 1) education, 2)
personal characteristics, and 3) participation in agricultural activities (Elliot, 1999). Within each
of three pillars, there are other components that affect agriculture literacy rates. Elliot suggests
that education can be delivered to an individual through formal and non-formal settings, as well
as media and news platforms (Elliot, 1999).
The most diverse component of Elliot’s (1999) agriculture literacy framework is the
personal characteristics of an individual such as ethnicity, gender, home location, family, and
friends. The third and last component of the model considers an individuals’ participation in
agricultural activities such as FFA, 4H, plants, and animals (Elliot, 1999). Each of these factors
play a role in forming one’s agriculture literacy rates (Elliot, 1999). Figure 2.1 illustrates Elliot’s
(1999) Agricultural Literacy Framework.
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Figure 2.1

Elliot’s Agriculture Literacy Framework

Framework depicting the factors that influence an individual’s agriculture literacy and
knowledge base (Elliot, 1999).
As aforementioned, to examine the reasoning behind choices made by the target
population of 18-23-year-olds, it is important to understanding the primary factors that influence
the decisions that are made (Dietric, 2010). If you are able to understand the motives and
influence behind consumer behavior, then one can begin to identify why they make certain
purchasing decisions. By doing so, one can also determine if prior exposure to agriculture
through education, homelife, and personal experience influences the purchasing power of college
students (Dietric, 2010; Dale et al., 2017). Consumers possess the power to alter the trajectory of
the agriculture industry through their purchasing and legislative decisions (Brune et al., 2018).
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People are continually faced with making decisions to determine the best course of action
that will maximize their personal gain (Dietric, 2010). There are many theories throughout
cognitive psychology that have been generated to help people understand the rationale behind the
process of making decisions (Dietric, 2010). The decision-making process can be influenced by a
variety of external factors such as family, societal norms, peer pressure, religious and political
beliefs (Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric, 2010).
Elliot’s agriculture literacy framework can be examined by taking into consideration the
decision-making process explained by Juliusson et al., (2005), and Dietric, (2010), and how
external factors influence agriculture literacy, which in turn, makes an impact on personal
choices such as purchasing decisions. While Elliot’s (1999) original theory has aided in
agriculture literacy research throughout the years, it can be adapted and enhanced for the
purposes of this study. Ultimately, the primary factors that influence this decision-making
process involves cognitive biases, demographic differences, past experiences, personal belief
systems, and financial standing (Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric, 2010). Each of these factors
depicted in bold in the figure 2.2 below play a role in an individual’s knowledge and opinions,
specifically within their personal characteristics (Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric, 2010).
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PARTICIPATION IN
AGRICULTURAL
ACTIVITIES
• FFA
• 4H
• Plants
• Animals

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
• Gender
• Ethnicity
• Home Location
• Family/Friends
• FINANCIAL STANDING
• PAST EXPERIENCES
•

DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES

•

PERSONAL BELIEF SYSTEMS

•

COGNITIVE BIASES

•
•
•

EDUCATION
Formal
Non-formal
News

KNOWLEDGE BASE
and
OPINIONS

PURCHASING
DECISIONS

Figure 2.2

Elliot’s Agriculture Literacy Adapted Framework Including Purchasing Decisions.

External factors in the decision-making process and how this effects Elliot’s agriculture literacy
framework.
This study focused on Elliot’s agriculture literacy framework in relation to the process of
how prior experiences play a role in the decision-making process (Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric,
2010; Elliot, 1999). Past experience greatly impacts how an individual navigates the process of
making a decision (Dietric, 2010). As one develops cognitively throughout their teen years into
their twenties, daily habits and lifestyle changes begin to form from an individual’s decisionmaking process (Juliusson et al., 2005; Dietric, 2010; Elliot, 1999). Both positive and negative
results of a decision can have long-term effects on future choices of an individual (Dietric, 2010;
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Juliusson et al., 2005). As Elliot’s (1999) second pillar of agriculture literacy states, some of the
greatest impacts on an individual’s agriculture literacy rates includes personal characteristics.
The components that make up a person’s personal characterizes such as home location, family
and friends can all play a role in how someone makes a decision. No person is a blank slate, each
individual brings past experiences to their decision-making process (Dietric, 2010). Prior
experience can be identified as one of the most influential factors to a person’s agriculture
literacy levels and purchasing power (Elliot, 1999; Dietric, 2010; Grebitus et al., 2017).
Summary
As our society moves farther away from the farm, agriculture literacy rates are steadily
decreasing (Mars & Ball, 2016). It has been shown throughout research that the decrease in
agriculture literacy rates has been addressed through education programs and curriculum for
students in K-12th grade (Mars & Ball, 2016). Even though this issue has been addressed on a
variety of platforms, there is still a lack of basic agricultural knowledge in college students ages
18-23 (Mars & Ball, 2016). At the college level, agriculture literacy rates seem to steadily
decrease. It has been shown that this drastic lack of agriculture literacy can play a role in
consumer purchasing decisions due to the vast amount of purchasing power that college students
possess (Mars & Ball, 2016 Grebitus et al., 2017; Colbath & Morrish, 2010).
Long term success of agriculture lies in the hands of college students and millennials.
Before this target population becomes completely independent and plays a functioning role in
society, their agriculture literacy rates must be influenced to preserve production agriculture
(Grebitus et al., 2017). To begin the process of improving agriculture literacy rates, research
shows that by investigating how consumers are influenced within their purchasing decisions, best
practices for agriculture education can be implemented (Mars & Ball, 2016; Grebitus et al.,
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2017; Colbath & Morrish, 2010). This study will focus on examining how prior knowledge of
agriculture, and exposure to agricultural practices, has an effect on the purchasing decisions of
college students, ages 18-23.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Restatement of The Problem
As society becomes more urbanized and technology continues to progress, our nation is
steadily moving away from traditional farming and educational practices (Sandlin & Perez,
2017). Because of this, citizens lack a basic knowledge about where their food, fiber, and fuel
come from (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). Since the majority of the public does not have a basic
understanding of the agriculture industry and how this is a vital part in their everyday lives,
agriculture literacy levels are steadily decreasing (Sandlin & Perez, 2017).
Agriculture literacy research within grades K-12 is an on-going process with many
changing variables (Brandt et al., 2017). Moreover, agriculture literacy assessments are
administered throughout schools across the United States to aid program creators and educators
about best practices to conduct in agriculture education (Brandt et al., 2017). The National
Center for Agriculture Literacy have been put into place to provide standards and educational
materials to ensure that young children are provided with quality education that includes critical
subject matter related to agriculture (Spielmaker, 2021). Many school programs, competitions,
scholarship opportunities, and clubs have been formed to increase children’s interest in
agriculture and get them involved in learning how their food and clothing are made (Brandt et
al., 2017). While research and educational efforts are made for young children and teens, college
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students seem to be overlooked regarding agriculture education and the impacts this has on their
lives and day to day nutritional purchasing decisions (Dale et al., 2017).
Now more than ever before, college students lack a basic knowledge concerning
agriculture (Dale et al., 2017) Without this agriculture knowledge, it has been shown that
incoming college freshmen are unable to pass agriculture literacy assessments with passing
grades (Dale et al., 2017). Knowledge about the agriculture industry has been proven to be a key
factor in being a well-informed citizen in today’s society (Sandlin & Perez, 2017). College
students play an important role through their contributions to society through their careers,
purchasing, and legislative decisions (Sandlin & Perez, 2017; Dale et al., 2017). Once a student
transitions from high school into college, they gain freedom to make many decisions that are far
more weighted than before they entered college (Dietric, 2010; Juliusson et al., 2005).
Kovar & Ball (2013) posit that citizens who have a deeper understanding of agriculture
are willing to support governmental policies that will aid, and support efforts made by the
agriculture industry (Kovar & Ball, 2013). Because of this, researchers and educators should
strive to educate and inform these students about the impacts they are making through their daily
purchasing decisions. Due to the lack of people involved with the agriculture industry,
misconceptions and lack of communication is taking a toll on our societies ability to make
responsible consumer decisions (Kovar & Ball, 2013). Therefore, it is imperative that college
students are made aware of the power they possess to shape the future of agriculture for
generations to come (Kovar & Ball, 2013). This must begin by assessing the reasons behind their
purchasing decisions, how these decisions are made, and how prior experience may impact these
decisions (Kovar & Ball, 2013; Dietric, 2010; Juliusson et al., 2005; Sandlin & Perez, 2017)
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Restatement of Research Objectives
The purpose of this study was to investigate if prior exposure to agriculture impacts the
purchasing decisions of college students at Mississippi State University within the College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences. The researcher intends to determine if previous agriculture related
activities and lifestyles influences how college student consumers make their food purchasing
decisions. The specific objectives that guided the research were:
1. Describe students’ exposure to agriculture.
2. Describe students’ food purchasing habits.
3. Identify factors influencing students’ purchasing decisions regarding of food products.
4. Describe how previous exposure to agriculture influences college students’ food
purchasing decisions.
Research Design
This descriptive study will utilize quantitative data. To gather the necessary data, this
study used a cross-sectional method by administering a survey to a group of participants via
email through Qualtrics survey software (Aggarwal & Ranganathan, 2019; NEDARC, 2019).
Descriptive studies are used to measure and observe one or more variables without manipulation
of the variables in question (Aggarwal & Ranganathan, 2019; NEDARC, 2019). By utilizing
descriptive research for this study, the researcher will be able to obtain various characteristics of
the population within the study, such as the attitudes and behaviors that may be influenced by
past experiences (Aggarwal & Ranganathan, 2019; NEDARC, 2019).
Survey methods are one way to obtain a variety of characteristics that are specific to a
particular population, and it allows the researcher to gain information based on respondents’
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answers (Nasers & Retallick, 2009). Figure 3.1 below depicts the methods of qualitative,
quantitative, and multimethod study designs (Dereshiwsky, n.d.).

Figure 3.1

Families of Various Research Designs (Dereshiwsky, n.d.).

Types of design methodology that relate to quantitative, qualitative, and multimethod research
studies (Dereshiwsky, n.d.).
Dereshiwsky’s (n. d.) model of the various families in research design is a visual for
depicting the type of research design that was used for this study, and how it relates to other
research methods. This descriptive study utilized a survey method to gather data concerning
attitudes, perceptions, and opinions regarding purchasing decisions of food products. Due to the
nature of this study, the goal was to identify attitudes and perceptions rather than administer
treatments or manipulate variables. This research design allowed for those characteristics to be
observed. Some advantages of this research design allowed for measurement of a wide range of
personal characteristics across the chosen population for this study (Dereshiwsky, n.d.).
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Population
The population for this study was the undergraduate students enrolled at Mississippi State
University, within the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences (CALS). Total undergraduate
enrollment in CALS as of the Fall 2021 semester was 2,125 students. This population was
chosen due to the ease of access to this group of students (Abowitz & Toole, 2010). The student
participants chosen for this research were also believed to be a representative sample of the
demographic related to this study in order to further research concerning college undergraduates
and their food purchasing decisions (Abowitz & Toole, 2010). Qualtrics online survey software
was used to create a 25-question questionnaire. This survey was created for the purpose of
administering it to the entire student body within the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences.
The questionnaire was administered via email, and the responses were strictly on a voluntary
basis.
Instrumentation
For this study, a 25-question questionnaire (see Appendix A) using Qualtrics software
was used for data collection. Fraenkel and Wallen (2009) state that survey research is an
important factor in describing various characteristics of a population. When a questionnaire is
used, a researcher is able to take smaller samples of the population to make inferences about the
population in question (Frankel & Wallen, 2009).
This questionnaire was adapted from two previous studies. The first study was conducted
by Wildman and Torres (n.d.) to identify various factors that influence students in choosing a
college major in an agricultural field of study. The second was conducted by Smith (2013) to
identify factors that influence college student’s perceptions of food and purchasing decisions.
Permission was granted to adapt the instrument used for Wildman and Torres’ (n.d.) study on
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November 23, 2020. Permission was granted to adapt the instrument used for Smith’s (2013)
study on February 10, 2021.
As aforementioned, the instrument that was created for this study was guided by two
previous studies, Wildman and Torres’ (n.d.), and Smith’s (2013). This specific instrument used
variations of several questions from the existing studies instrument. The questions were adapted
to address both the dependent and independent variables for this study. The dependent variable
(purchasing decisions) was addressed through questions pertaining to price, brand, quality,
organic, Genetically Modified Organism preference, natural, hormone-free, antibiotic-free, and
cage-free. The independent variable (involvement in agriculture, agricultural experiences precollege) was addressed through questions pertaining to personal characteristics and how this
impacted the dependent variables.
Data Collection
Soon after approval from Mississippi State University Institutional Review Board (see
Appendix B) was received, the questionnaire was sent via email (see Appendix C), using
Qualtrics software, on August 23, 2021, to the undergraduate students enrolled in the College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences. The questionnaire was sent via email by the Director of Academic
Advising for CALS and followed Hulland et al., (2017) best practices for survey distribution and
online research. The questionnaire responses were strictly on a volunteer basis, and complete
confidentiality remained intact throughout the entire process to protect the student’s identity.
The initial email was sent on August 23, 2021, to the students asking for their
participation. Due to the high volume of daily emails, Sappleton & Lourenco (2015) suggests
that response rate to an email survey may be low because recipients may overlook some of the
messages they receive. After one week had passed from the initial email send date, a second
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email was sent to the same list of students as before (Muñoz-Leiva, 2009). This follow-up email
served as a reminder to the students, to gain a higher response rate (Muñoz-Leiva, 2009). This
email served as a reminder to the students to take part in the questionnaire if they chose to do so
(Muñoz-Leiva, 2009). One week after the first reminder email was sent, a second reminder email
was sent to gain a higher response rate as recommended by Muñoz-Leiva, (2009). The
questionnaire consisted of 25 questions that ranged from open text, multiple choice, multiple
select, rating scale, and semantic differential style questions. There were four semantic
differential style questions used in the questionnaire. This method of survey questions allows for
the researcher to measure attitudes more accurately, and ideas toward certain concepts (“How to
measure,” 2020).
Reliability and Validity
To ensure reliability, the instrument was adapted from a previous study by Wildman and
Torres, (n.d.), and a second study from Smith (2013) (Abowitz & Toole, 2010). Wildman and
Torres (n.d.) identified members within their agricultural education department that served as
their panel of experts. This panel reviewed the instrument to assess the validity of the
questionnaire (Wildman & Torres, n. d.). The instrument was then pilot tested by 25 college
students of agriculture who were not directly part of the study (Wildman & Torres, n. d.). A testretest approach was used to assess and attain the reliability of the questionnaire which indicated
the percentage of items that were consistent with each test (Wildman & Torres, n. d.; Frankel &
Wallen, 2009). The test-retest approach measures the stability and consistency of the
questionnaire responses over time (Frankel & Wallen, 2009).
Smith’s (2013) instrument was adapted from two previous studies that were both
examined by a panel of experts, and pilot tested. The results of these two studies were consistent
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with Smith’s (2013), therefore after comparing results, the instrument had proven validity
(Smith, 2013; Beaudreault, 2009; Dahm, 2009). To further check reliability and validity, the
instrument was also pilot tested (Smith, 2013). The questionnaire was administered via email to
31 college students to test the validity (Smith, 2013). This allows for the instrument to have
multiple rounds of revisions and review before use (Abowitz & Toole, 2010).
For this study, the questions used within the instrument are appropriate for the target
audience, no personal information will be disclosed, and by using Qualtrics online survey
software, the data will be recorded accurately (Abowitz & Toole, 2010). The instrument used for
this particular study was then reviewed by a panel of experts at Mississippi State University.
Identifying a panel of experts for review of the instrument allows for reliability and checks for
ease of use and understanding (Abowitz & Toole, 2010).
Pilot Test
Prior to administering the survey for this study, the instrument was pilot tested by
following the best practices recommended by Abowitz & Toole, (2010), and Wildman & Torres,
(n.d.). The undergraduates enrolled in the College of Forest Resources at Mississippi State
University was the chosen population for the pilot test. This population was chosen due to the
ease of access to the population, as well as the college being representative of the demographic
in question for the study (Muñoz-Leiva, 2009). The 25-question questionnaire was kept strictly
on a volunteer basis, and if the student chose to submit their Net I.D., their email address was put
into a drawing for one of two $25 Amazon gift cards that were offered as a survey incentive to
increase response (Lucas & Madre, 2018; Dillman, 2000; Muñoz-Leiva, 2009).
After receiving approval from Mississippi State University Institutional Review Board
(see Appendix B), the survey was administered via Qualtrics by the Student Services
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Coordinator of the College of Forrest Resources on March 1, 2021. A reminder email was sent
out two weeks later on March 15, 2021, to increase survey response. The survey was closed with
63 total responses on March 29, 2021, exactly four weeks after the initial email was sent to the
students requesting their voluntary participation.
Reliabilities were run with modifications made to the original survey instrument due to
mis-interpreted information. These edits were made to ensure that each question would be clear
and concise to the participants (Muñoz-Leiva, 2009). Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the
internal consistency of the questionnaire (Zach, 2021). High Cronbach alpha values indicate a
higher reliability for the questionnaire, while lower values indicate lower reliability. The
Cronbach’s alpha for each factor in the pilot test (n = 63) were as follows; general factors (
=.246), labeling factors ( = .880), certain products ( = .248), and opinions of food ( = .627).
The Cronbach’s alpha for each factor in this study (n = 530) were as follows; general factors (
=.539), labeling factors ( = .941), certain products ( = .491), and opinions of food ( = .577).
The reliability for both the pilot test and actual study were quite low, however, after revisions
were made to the survey instrument, reliabilities did improve. Nunnally (1967), states that a low
reliability is to be expected and accepted for instruments that are new and lack multiple revisions
and tests.
Table 3.2

Reliabilities; Pilot test (n = 63), Actual study (n = 530)



Pilot test
General factors
Labeling factors
Certain products
Opinions of food

.246
.880
.248
.627
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Table 3.2 (continued)
Reliabilities; Pilot test (n = 63), Actual study (n = 530)
Actual study
General factors
Labeling factors
Certain products
Opinions of food

.539
.941
.491
.577

Data Analysis
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences Version 27 (SPSS) was used throughout
this study to perform a statistical analysis. Prior to analysis, the data set was filtered by
downloading the data file from Qualtrics online survey software (Qualtrics). Incomplete data was
removed from the data set, such as those who misinterpreted a question and answered
inaccurately (Muñoz-Leiva, 2009). After this was completed, descriptive statistics were used to
describe the characteristics of the demographics
‘The purchasing decisions of college students’ instrument had four objectives. The first
objective described the students’ exposure to agriculture. The second described the student’s
food purchasing habits. The third identified the factors that influence a college student’s
purchasing decision. These objectives used descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages) to
summarize the recorded responses from the survey.
The fourth objective focused on identifying which dependent variables (purchasing
decisions) such as price, quality, brand, health benefits, organic, genetically modified organism,
natural, and pasture-raised are impacted by the independent variable (involvement in agriculture,
agricultural experiences pre-college). The Likelihood Ratio Chi Square Test was used to
determine if there was an improvement in model fit between the intercept-only model and the
full model containing both independent variables involvement in agriculture, agricultural
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experiences pre-college. By incorporating questions into the questionnaire about ‘buzzwords’
that are common in food marketing and sales, the researcher was able to deduce how students
respond and acknowledge these words in relation to what type of exposure to agriculture they
had prior to college. An ordinal logistical regression was used to analyze objective four to find if
prior exposure had an effect on the purchasing response of the college students in question (Kara
& Hamdi, 2016). A p value of less than .05 was considered statistically significant for all
analysis (Rodgers & Nicewater, 1988).
Non-Response
According to Lucas & Madre (2018), online survey non-respondent response rate is low.
To combat any possible non-response issues, the questionnaire was available for three weeks
after the initial email, then a second and third email was sent as a reminder per Dillman’s
suggestion (Dillman, 2000). The questionnaire remained open for four weeks before it was
closed. Several representation errors may occur with the response rate due to the voluntary
nature of the questionnaire (Dillman, 2000). The chi square test of independence was used to
test if there was any significance between early and late responders (Lindner et al., 2001). Any
response prior to the third email reminder was considered an early response, and any response
after the third email reminder was considered a late response (Lindner et al., 2001). There was
no significant difference between the recorded early and late responses (Lindner et al., 2001).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND FINDININGS
This study’s purpose was to investigate the possible impacts of prior exposure to
agriculture, and if this directly relates to a college students’ food purchasing decisions. To
analyze the impacts of prior exposure to agriculture regarding college students and their food
purchasing decisions, four objectives were established. The first objective was to describe the
students’ previous exposure to agriculture, the second food purchasing habits, the third was to
identify the specific factors that influence a students’ purchasing decisions of food products, and
the fourth was to describe how previous exposure to agriculture may influence college students’
food purchasing decisions. This study may offer some insight into the best practices for
influencing consumers, specifically college students, about agriculture literacy, and preservation
of the agriculture industry for generations to come. This study aims to shed light on the concept
of improving agriculture education and increasing agriculture literacy rates by learning what
impacts food purchasing decisions (Dejarnette, 2012).
The survey was administered to the entire undergraduate student body enrolled in the
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at Mississippi State University. Of the 2,125 students,
549 chose to participate in the survey (n = 549). Of the 549 students that participated, 19 of the
responses had to be removed from the results due to inconclusive responses which made the data
unusable for those individuals. The final number of responses that were used was 530 (n = 530).
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The questionnaire that was distributed to the students consisted of 25 questions, all of which
pertained to one of the four main objectives for this study.
Demographics
In this section, the overall demographics of the undergraduates enrolled in the College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences in the fall of 2021, who responded to the survey, is discussed. The
goal of this portion is to fully examine the characteristics of the population that was surveyed to
better understand the college students purchasing decisions and how past agriculture exposure
may influence their food purchasing decisions. Questions created for the demographics portion
ranged from the characteristics of the participant’s community of origin, to which factors
influence their grocery shopping, and where they get their agricultural news.
In total, there were 530 valid responses from the students who participated in the study
and completed the questionnaire (n = 530). Of the individuals who participated in the study,
20.90% were male (f = 102), 78.89% were female (f = 385), and 0.20% preferred not to say (f =
1). Of the 530 participants, 84.18% identified as white (f = 415), and 10.14% identified as black
or African American (f = 50). The top three majors that the participants identified as were
Animal and Dairy Sciences at 31.55% (f = 159), Biochemistry at 19.25% (f = 97), and
Agribusiness at 7.14% (f = 36), with 31.88% of the population (f = 163) being classified as a
senior. Tables 4.1 presents the race, sex, birth year, major, and classification of the
undergraduate students in CALS who participated in the study.
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Table 4.1

Basic demographics of CALS students (n = 530)

Demographics
Race
White
Black or African American
Asian
Other
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander
Not reported

f

%

443
51
12
10
5
1
8

83.6
9.6
2.3
1.9
.9
.2
1.5

404
110
2
14

76.2
20.8
.4
2.6

Birth year
2000
2001
2002
2003
1999
1998
1997
2004
1996
1980
1979
1984
1990
1991
1992
Not reported

117
116
103
72
64
16
13
4
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
15

22.1
21.9
19.4
13.6
12.1
3.0
2.5
.8
.6
.4
.2
.2
.2
.2
.2
2.7

Major
Animal and Dairy Sciences
Biochemistry
Agribusiness
Human Development and Family Studies
Agricultural Education, Leadership and Communications
Food Science, Nutrition, and health Promotion
Horticulture

168
102
40
34
30
29
24

31.7
19.2
7.5
6.4
5.7
5.5
4.5

Sex
Female
Male
Prefer not to comment
Not reported
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Table 4.1 (continued)
Basic demographics of CALS students (n = 530)
Fashion Design and Management
Agricultural Engineering, Technology, and Business
Agronomy
Poultry Science
Landscape Architecture
Agricultural Science
Culinology
Environmental Science in Agricultural Systems
Landscape Contracting and Management
Environmental Science in Agricultural Systems

22
15
15
14
10
8
7
7
6
2

4.2
2.8
2.8
2.6
1.9
1.5
1.3
1.3
1.1
.4

Classification
Senior
Junior
Freshman
Sophomore

163
135
126
84

30.8
25.5
23.8
15.8

Students were asked to identify the characteristics of their home/community of origin or
where they spent the majority of their childhood. Of the respondents, 35.5% (f = 188) identified
as being from either a small city or suburb with a population between 5,000 and 50,000 or a rural
town with a population of < 5,000 with farms and ranches (f = 186; 35.1%). Only 3.4% (f = 18)
reported living in a rural town with a population of less than 5,000 and having no farms or
ranches. Table 4.2 presents the characteristics of the student’s home/community of origin.
Table 4.2

Demographics of CALS students; home location (n = 530)

Characteristics of home/community of origin
Small city or suburb, population between 5,000 and 50,000
Rural town, population, 5,000 with farms or ranches
Urban area, population > 50,000
Small town; population of < 5000
Rural town, population < 5,000, no farms or ranches
Not reported
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f
188
186
67
49
18
22

%
35.5
35.1
12.6
9.2
3.4
4.2

Objective One
Describe students’ exposure to agriculture.
Students were asked to rate their past level of experience with agriculture and their
familiarity with topics related to agriculture. Table 4.3 depicts the amount of past agricultural
experience that the students of CALS have had. Of the students who responded, 33.4% (f = 177)
reported having little experience while 12.8% (f = 68) of the students stated that they had no
experience with agriculture.
Table 4.3

CALS students’ level of past agriculture experience/familiarity with agriculture
topics of CALS students (n = 530)

Level of Experience
Little experience
Some experience
Lots of experience
No experience
Not reported

f
177
148
115
68
22

%
33.4
27.9
21.7
12.8
4.2

Table 4.4 depicts the types of previous exposure to agriculture that the students of CALS
may have had prior to entering college. This question attempted to categorize the types of
agriculture involvement to better understand the students’ background in agriculture, if any. Just
under half of the respondents (48.7%; f = 258) stated that they had grown fruits and vegetables.
Only 15.5% (f = 82) stated that they had no exposure to agriculture prior to college.
Of the students who responded to this question pertaining to types of previous agriculture
involvement in table 4.4, only 4.2% (f = 25) indicated a different response other than the given
choices. There were three themes that occurred in this group of responses. Those themes
included responses related to summer jobs in pest management or lawncare, volunteer work with
equine or veterinary clinics, and visiting local farms.
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Table 4.4

Types of previous agriculture involvement prior to college of CALS students (n =
530)

Type of involvement
f
%
Grew fruits/vegetables
258
48.7
Visited relatives who worked in agriculture
204
38.5
Immediate family owns/works on a farm
186
35.1
Owns livestock or poultry
182
34.3
Worked on a farm or ranch
164
30.9
Involved with agriculture programs/competitions in high school (ex:
155
29.2
FFA, 4-H, etc…)
Completed agriculture courses in high school
127
24.0
No exposure to agriculture prior to college
82
15.5
Other
25
4.7
Note: Students were asked to select each factor that was applicable to their personal experience.
Table 4.5 depicts the level of influence that agriculture has on the students in CALS lives.
Agriculture was stated to have a great deal of influence on 37% of the student’s daily life (f =
196). However, 3.2% (f = 17) stated that agriculture had no influence at all on their daily life.
Table 4.5

Influence of agriculture on the daily life of CALS students (n = 530)

Level of influence
f
%
A great deal of influence
196
37.0
A moderate amount of influence
107
20.2
A lot of influence
104
19.6
A little influence
77
14.5
No influence at all
17
3.2
Not reported
29
5.5
Note: Of the 530 participants (n = 530), 5.5% (f = 29) did not indicate how much influence
agriculture has on their daily life.
Of the participants who responded to the questionnaire (n = 530), 56 respondents
(10.57%) were able to correctly state what USDA stands for. USDA’s definition of organic that
was used for this questionnaire is as follows, “products grown without the use of pesticides,
synthetic fertilizers, genetically modified organisms, or ionizing radiation” (McEvoy et al.,
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2019). When presented with a list of possible definitions, 66.4% of the students chose the correct
definition (f = 352).
Students were asked to indicate their level of agreement in having knowledge about the
importance of agriculture. Over 80% of the respondents either agreed (45.5%; f = 241) or
strongly agreed (37.4%; f = 198) that it was important to have knowledge about agriculture. Only
3 individuals (.6%; f = 3) stated that it was not important for college students to have a general
knowledge about agriculture. Table 4.6 depicts the student’s level of agreement about the need
for general agriculture knowledge.
Table 4.6

Level of agreement about the importance of agriculture knowledge of CALS
students (n = 530)

Level of agreement
Agree
Strongly agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Not reported

f
241
198
14
73
74

%
45.5
37.4
2.6
.6
14.0

Table 4.7 depicts college students’ opinion of the most beneficial way to educate their
peers about agriculture topics. Workshops such as intro to gardening, food preservation,
nutrition, and ag industry basics was reported as the most beneficial in agricultural education
efforts with college students (f = 332; 62.6%). Only 27% of the students stated that mandatory
courses related to agriculture would be beneficial in educating them about these topics.
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Table 4.7

Ways that college students should be educated about agriculture according to
CALS students (n = 530)

Types of education
f
Workshops
332
Optional freshman and transfer student college course
247
Mandatory freshman and transfer student college course
143
Note: Students were asked to select all that was applicable based on their opinion.

%
62.6
46.6
27.0

Of the students who responded with an option that was not listed, 22 responses were
recorded. The themes that occurred in this group of responses were focused on high school
agriculture courses prior to entering college, and higher exposure to agriculture clubs and
organizations when a student reaches college. Over half of the students stated that workshops
would be the most beneficial way to educate college students about agricultural topics (f =
332;62.6%).
Table 4.8 examines the student response of the most popular platform from which they
get their agricultural news. Social media was ranked as the top choice at 48.1% (f = 255). Of
these respondents, (f = 530) or 32.5% stated that they do not actively seek out agricultural news
(f = 172).
Table 4.8

Preferred method of accessing agricultural news of CALS students (n = 530)

Information outlet
Social media
Other websites (company websites, blog posts, newspapers, etc…)
I do not actively seek out agricultural news
News outlets (Fox News, CNN, etc…)
Note: Students were asked to select all that apply to their personal experience.

f
255
175
172
151

%
48.1
33.0
32.5
28.5

While slightly less than half of the students (f = 255; 48.1%) get their agriculture news
from social media platforms such as Instagram, Twitter, and Facebook, 6.6% stated they had an
alternate method of learning about agricultural news (f = 35). Most of these responses stated that
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they converse with family members and friends who work within the agriculture industry for
most of their news. The second theme within these responses that was not an option within the
survey was email listservs.
Table 4.9 examines the ranking of news outlets regarding the level of trustworthiness.
Students ranked government websites to be the most trustworthy (f = 453) (M = 1.70, SD = 1.33).
The least trustworthy source, according to the students, is social media platforms. The majority
of the students ranked social media in last place (f = 453) (M = 4.40, SD = 1.57).
Table 4.9

Ranking of trustworthiness of news outlets according to CALS students (f = 453)

Level of trustworthiness
M
Government websites
1.70
Magazines, newspapers, scholarly articles
2.54
Radio or podcasts
3.80
Television
4.26
Blogs
4.30
Social media
4.40
Note: Students were asked to rank from 1 (most trustworthy) to 6 (least trustworthy).

SD
1.33
1.47
1.18
1.23
1.39
1.57

Objective Two
Describe students’ food purchasing habits.
The survey question created for objective one was intended to describe the student’s food
purchasing habits. Students were questioned about their preferred grocery shopping method such
as local grocery stores, big box stores, meal delivery subscriptions, farmers markets, online, or
an alternate method. Local grocery stores were ranked as the top choice for where they
purchased their groceries at 79.1% (f = 419), and the second most popular being big box stores at
66.2% (f = 351). Table 4.10 depicts the choices of preferred grocery shopping methods.
Table 4.10

Responses to statements regarding objective two (n = 530)
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Preferred grocery shopping method
f
%
Local grocery store (Kroger, Piggly Wiggly, Vowels, etc…)
419
79.1
Big box store (Walmart, Sam’s Club, Costco, etc…)
351
66.2
Farmers Market
159
30.0
Online
19
3.6
Meal delivery subscription (Hello Fresh, Home Chef, etc…)
18
3.4
Other
7
1.3
Notes: Students were asked to select each category that applied to their personal experiences.
Some of the students (f = 7; 1.3%) responded to the question with various other ways
they purchase their groceries that were not in the given list. The other methods of obtaining
groceries included growing their own fruits and vegetables and hunting and processing their own
meats.
Objective Three
Identify factors influencing students’ purchasing decisions regarding food products.
The goal of the survey items for objective three was to identify which specific factors
influence a college students food purchasing decision, and if these factors directly influence an
individual’s exposure to agriculture.
The students were questioned about which specific factors primarily influences their
choices when grocery shopping such as price, quality, brand, health benefits, labels (organic,
non-gmo, etc…), animal well-being. Students responded to these items using a semantic
deferential scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Table 4.11 depicts that quality
(M = 4.32, SD = .79) and price (M = 4.10, SD = 1.00) were the most important factors as
indicated by the respondents. The least important factor being labels of the products they
purchased (M = 1.93, SD = 1.58).
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Table 4.11

Responses to statements regarding influence on food purchasing choices (n =530)
0
f/%
1

1
f/%
3

2
f/%
12

3
f/%
33

4
f/%
205

5
f/%
220

.2%

.6%

2.5%

7.0%

43.2%

46.4%

2

16

12

63

192

189

.4%

3.4%

2.5%

13.3%

40.5%

35.7%

11

27

53

122

172

89

2.3%

5.7%

11.2%

25.7%

36.3%

18.8%

55

65

59

128

95

72

11.6%

13.7%

12.4%

27.0%

20.0%

15.2%

47

104

65

137

108

13

9.9%

21.9%

13.7%

28.9%

22.8%

2.7%

(organic,

117

105

61

106

53

32

non-gmo,

24.7%

22.2%

12.9%

22.4%

11.3%

6.8%

Factor
Quality

Price
Health
benefits
Well-being
of the animal
Brand

M

SD

4.32

.79

4.10

1.00

3.44

1.21

2.76

1.57

2.41

1.38

1.93

1.58

Labels

etc…)
Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The respondents indicated, using a semantic deferential scale from 0 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree), that the food products possessing the buzzword ‘natural’ as the most
important factor (f = 55; 11.7%) out of the given list of possible influences for this question (M =
2.32, SD = 1.72). Other factors such as pasture-raised (f = 32; 6.8%) (M = 2.09, SD = 1.63) and
hormone-free (f = 32; 6.8%) (M = 2.04, SD = 1.60) were closely ranked as the next most
important factor from the given choices. The least important influencing factor was vegan (f =
182; 38.8%) (M = 1.33, SD = 1.44). Table 4.12 indicates the responses regarding food
purchasing choices.
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Table 4.12

Responses to statements regarding influence on food purchasing choices (n =530)

Factor
Natural

Pasture-raised

Hormone-free

Organic

Cage-free

Antibiotic-free

Grass-fed

GMO

Plant-based

Vegan

0
f/%
108

1
f/%
68

2
f/%
49

3
f/%
108

4
f/%
81

5
f/%
55

23.0%

14.5%

10.4%

23.0%

17.3%

11.7%

116

87

43

119

72

32

24.7%

18.6%

9.2%

25.4%

15.4%

6.8%

117

84

56

119

61

32

24.9%

17.9%

11.9%

25.4%

13.0%

6.8%

122

83

46

119

70

29

26.0%

17.7%

9.8%

25.4%

14.9%

6.2%

125

90

36

121

62

35

26.7%

19.2%

7.7%

25.8%

13.2%

7.5%

119

88

59

114

58

31

25.4%

18.8%

12.6%

24.3%

12.4%

6.6%

123

94

47

117

61

27

26.2%

20.0%

10.0%

24.9%

13.0%

5.8%

125

106

56

125

42

15

26.7%

22.6%

11.9%

26.7%

9.0%

3.2%

154

110

49

97

33

26

32.8%

23.5%

10.4%

20.7%

7.0%

5.5%

182

125

43

81

19

19

38.8%

26.7%

9.2%

17.3%

4.1%

4.1%

M

SD

2.32

1.72

2.09

1.63

2.04

1.60

2.04

1.62

2.02

1.65

2.00

1.59

1.96

1.59

1.78

1.47

1.62

1.55

1.33

1.44

Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
In Table 4.13, the students stated, using a semantic deferential scale from 0 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), that the most important factor that influenced their purchase of
certain products was taste (f = 331; 70.6%) out of the given list of possible influences for this
question (M = 4.62, SD = .68). The second most important factor was price (f = 227; 48.4%) (M
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= 4.24, SD = .96). The least important factor that does not influence the purchase of certain
products was country of origin (f = 100; 21.3%) (M = 3.09, SD = 1.17).
Table 4.13

Responses to statements regarding influence on purchase of certain products (n =
530).

Factor
Appearance

Availability

Country of origin

Price

Taste

0
f/%
5

1
f/%
9

2
f/%
27

3
f/%
56

4
f/%
191

5
f/%
181

1.1%

1.9%

5.8%

11.9%

40.7%

38.6%

5

9

27

69

208

151

1.1%

1.9%

5.8%

14.7%

44.3%

32.2%

39

62

36

112

120

100

8.3%

13.2%

7.7%

23.9%

25.6%

21.3%

3

7

19

43

170

227

.6%

1.5%

4.1%

9.2%

36.2%

48.4%

1

2

2

24

109

331

.2%

.4%

.4%

5.1%

23.2%

70.6%

M

SD

4.05

1.04

3.96

1.02

3.09

1.57

4.24

.96

4.62

.68

Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Finally, students were given a list of possible influencing factors on their opinions of
foods. The students were instructed to rate each factor based on their personal experiences on a
semantic deferential scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The students’ existing
knowledge of a product had the most significant impact on their opinion of food (f = 134; 29.4%)
(M = 3.80, SD = 1.15). Lastly, the students ranked politics as being the least important factor
concerning their opinion of food products (f = 1; .2%) (M = .83, SD = 1.05).
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Table 4.14

Responses to statements regarding students’ opinion of food (n =530)

Factor
Brands

Labels

Prices

Family influence

Internet
Existing
knowledge of
product
Celebrities’
influence
Politics
Past experiences
with agriculture
Friends influence

0
f/%
20

1
f/%
108

2
f/%
70

3
f/%
72

4
f/%
125

5
f/%
61

4.4%

23.7%

15.4%

15.8%

27.4%

13.4%

38

58

71

96

149

44

8.3%

12.7%

15.6%

21.1%

32.7%

9.6%

113

172

69

44

36

22

24.8%

37.7%

15.1%

9.6%

7.9%

4.8%

26

59

39

81

159

92

5.7%

12.9%

8.6%

17.8%

34.9%

20.2%

79

105

66

106

79

21

17.3%

23.0%

14.5%

23.2%

17.3%

4.6%

9

15

32

80

186

134

2.0%

3.3%

7.0%

17.5%

40.8%

29.4%

216

152

38

34

12

4

47.4%

33.3%

8.3%

7.5%

2.6%

.9%

220

155

30

41

9

1

48.2%

34.0%

6.6%

9.0%

2.0%

.2%

51

57

52

101

113

82

11.2%

10.8%

11.4%

22.1%

24.8%

18.0%

71

88

69

114

93

21

15.6%

19.3%

15.3%

25.0%

20.4%

4.6%

M

SD

2.78

1.50

2.86

1.45

1.53

1.41

3.24

1.49

2.14

1.50

3.80

1.15

.87

1.10

.83

1.05

2.91

1.61

2.30

1.49

Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
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Objective Four
Describe how previous exposure to agriculture influences college students’ food purchasing
decisions.
With a p value of < .05, the factor that was significantly influenced based upon a
student’s prior exposure to agriculture was labels of products such as organic and non-GMO (p =
.007). The respondents indicated that labels were the least important factor based upon their
previous experience with agriculture prior to entering college as depicted by table 4.15. Even
though labels were found to be significant in terms of grocery shopping, neither experience nor
exposure were significant predictors of that purchasing decision making factor.
Table 4.15

Factors that influence purchasing decisions (n = 474).

Factor
Chi square
df
p
Quality
.24
2
.885
Price
3.48
2
.176
Health benefits
5.68
2
.058
Well-being of the animal
.32
2
.853
Brand
4.18
2
.124
Labels (organic, non-gmo, etc…)
9.88
2
.007*
Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). * Indicates a significant factor with a p
value of < .05.
An ordinal logistical regression analysis was conducted to determine if prior exposure to
agriculture influenced college students’ food purchasing decisions. The predictor variable,
exposure to agriculture prior to entering college, was found to contribute significantly (p < .05)
to the model. Table 4.16 depicts the level of exposure to agriculture, and how the predictor
variable makes the model significant pertaining to labeling. Each factor included in the
questionnaire significantly influenced the students’ food purchasing decisions (p < .05) as shown
in table 4.16.
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Table 4.16

Factors that influence purchasing decisions (f = 530).

Factor
Chi square
df
p
GMO
12.06
2
.002
Organic
20.54
2
.001
Hormone-free
22.60
2
.001
Antibiotic-free
23.36
2
.001
Natural
17.10
2
.001
Vegan
14.34
2
.001
Plant-based
19.10
2
.001
Grass-fed
10.05
2
.007
Cage-free
20.72
2
.001
Pasture-raised
13.16
2
.001
Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A p value of < .05 indicates significance.
Table 4.17 presents the results of the ordinal regression analyses of the predictor
variables’ influence on agriculture students’ purchasing decisions. When the odds ratio is > 1,
there is an increased probability of being in a higher level of the dependent variable as values of
the dependent variable increases. If the odds ratio is < 1, there is a decreasing probability with
increasing values on the independent variable. For the first factor GMOs, the predictor variable,
amount of prior exposure to agriculture, was a significant predictor (b = -.152, SE = .065, Wald
= 5.517, p = .019, Exp(B) = .859). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse relationship of
nearly - .152-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to entering college.
For the second factor, organic, there was also a significant predictor (b = -.195, SE = .065, Wald
= 9.039, p = .003, Exp(B) = .822). An inverse relationship of nearly -.195-fold for every one unit
increase of exposure to agriculture prior to entering college.
Hormone-free and antibiotic-free were the third and fourth factors in question. The
predictor variable was significant for each of these factors. Hormone-free b = -.243, SE = .065,
Wald = 13.846, p = .001, Exp(B) = .784). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse
51

relationship of nearly - .243-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to
entering college. Antibiotic-free (b = -.259, SE = .065, Wald = 15.647, p = .001, Exp(B) = .772).
The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse relationship of nearly - .259-fold for every one unit
increase of exposure to agriculture prior to entering college.
The fifth factor was natural (b = -.141, SE = .064, Wald = 4.783, p = .029, Exp(B) =
.869). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse relationship of nearly - .141-fold for every one
unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to entering college. The sixth factor was vegan (b =
-.179, SE = .067, Wald = 7.167, p = .007, Exp(B) = .836). The estimated odds ratio favored an
inverse relationship of nearly -.179-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture
prior to entering college. Plant-based was the seventh factor (b = -.221, SE = .066, Wald =
11.160, p = .001, Exp(B) = .802). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse relationship of
nearly - .221-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to entering college.
Each of these three factors showed that the predictor variable was significant for each.
The final three factors were grass-fed, cage-free, and pasture raised. Grass-fed (b = -.177,
SE = .065, Wald = 7.502, p = .006, Exp(B) = .838). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse
relationship of nearly - .177-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to
entering college. Cage-free (b = -.252, SE = .066, Wald = 14.846, p = .001, Exp(B) = .777). The
estimated odds ratio favored an inverse relationship of nearly - .252-fold for every one unit
increase of exposure to agriculture prior to entering college., and pasture raised (b = -.237, SE =
.065, Wald = 13.259, p = .001, Exp(B) = .798). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse
relationship of nearly - .237-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to
entering college. The predictor variable proved significant for each of these factors was
significantly impacted. With a p value of < .05, each of the aforementioned factors were in fact
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effected by each of the student’s previous level of agriculture experiences or exposure to
agriculture.
Table 4.17

Influence of prior exposure to agriculture purchasing decisions (f = 530).

Levels of exposure to agriculture
b
GMOs
-.152
Organic
-.195
Hormone-free
-.243
Antibiotic-free
-.259
Natural
-.1.41
Vegan
-.179
Plant-based
-.221
Grass-fed
-.177
Cage-free
-.252
Pasture-raised
-.237
Note: A p value of < .05 indicates significance.

SE(b)
.065
.065
.065
.065
.064
.067
.066
.065
.066
.065

Wald
5.517
9.039
13.846
15.647
4.783
7.167
11.160
7.502
14.846
13.259

Exp(B)
.859
.822
.784
.772
.869
.836
.802
.838
.777
.789

p
.019
.003
.001
.001
.029
.007
.001
.006
.001
.001

An ordinal logistical regression analysis was also used to examine a secondary set of
factors concerning food purchasing decisions that may be influenced by a college students’ prior
exposure to agriculture. The predictor variable, exposure to agriculture prior to entering college,
was found to contribute significantly (p < .05) to the model regarding country of origin. Table
4.18 depicts the factors that influence purchasing decisions and how prior exposure to agriculture
may influence those decisions.
Table 4.18

Factors that influence purchasing decisions (f = 530).

Factor
Chi square
df
p
Appearance
5.08
2
.078
Availability
.519
2
.771
Country of origin (ex: USA made)
30.80
2
.001*
Price
.920
2
.631
Taste
3.44
2
.179
Notes: Students were asked to rate each individual factor based on their personal experiences on
a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A p value of < .05 indicates significance.
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Table 4.19 presents the results of the ordinal regression analyses of the predictor
variables’ influence on agriculture students’ purchasing decisions. When the odds ratio is > 1,
there is an increased probability of being in a higher level of the dependent variable as values of
the dependent variable increases. If the odds ratio is < 1, there is a decreasing probability with
increasing values on the independent variable. The predictor variable, amount of prior exposure
to agriculture, was a significant predictor on the influence of country of origin (b = -.362, SE =
.1189, Wald = 9.284, p = .002, Exp(B) = 1.44). The estimated odds ratio favored an inverse
relationship of nearly - .362-fold for every one unit increase of exposure to agriculture prior to
entering college.
Table 4.19

Influence of prior exposure to agriculture purchasing decisions (n = 530).

Levels of exposure to agriculture
b
Country of origin
-.362
Note: A p value of < .05 indicates significance.
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SE(b)
.1189

Wald
9.284

Exp(B)
1.44

p
.002

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study aimed to investigate college students’ prior exposure to agriculture, and if this
had any impact on their food purchasing decisions. The specific research objectives that were
addressed by this study were the following:
Objective 1: Describe students’ exposure to agriculture.
Objective 2: Describe students’ food purchasing habits.
Objective 3: Identify factors influencing students’ purchasing decisions regarding food products.
Objective 4: Describe how previous exposure to agriculture influences college students’ food
purchasing decisions.
Review of the Methodology
After Mississippi State University approval of IRB-20-468, the Director for Advising for
the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences distributed the questionnaire via email to the entire
undergraduate student body enrolled in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at
Mississippi State University on August 23, 2021. Best practices stated by Hulland et al., (2017)
were followed for the distribution of the web-based survey. The survey was kept strictly to a
voluntary basis and the recorded data was analyzed using no identifying information from the
students.
A second email was sent to the students to serve as a reminder on August 30, 2021. This
email reminded the students to participate in the survey if that hadn’t already voluntarily
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completed the questionnaire to contribute to the study. A third and final email was sent on
September 7, 2021, to the students once again to remind them to voluntarily participate in the
survey. It has been shown that a paper invitation followed by a paper reminder gains the highest
survey response rate Sakshaug et al. (2019). However, for the purposes of this study, the survey
was strictly web-based, and an email invitation achieved a similarly high response rate.
Conclusions
The student perceptions from this research study led to the formulation of many
conclusions regarding how prior exposure to agriculture relates to the food purchasing decisions
of an undergraduate college student enrolled in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at
Mississippi State University. First, it is crucial to state the limitations of the scope of this study.
The results of the survey, with a population of Mississippi State University’s College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences may not be generalizable to all students enrolled at Mississippi
State University, or at other institutions across the United States.
The sample size was limited to the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, and the
results may not be applicable to students within other departments at Mississippi State
University. Data from this study may not be applicable to the entire student population of the
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences because every student in CALS did not respond to the
questionnaire. Participants who chose to respond may be of a different demographic or
population that chose not to respond. This could have potentially created bias within the
participants. Finally, the various questions that were included in the survey could have been
interpreted differently than the researcher intended depending on the respondent.
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Objective One
Objective one was created to describe the students’ exposure to agriculture. The goal of
this objective followed Elliot’s (1999) agriculture literacy framework by gathering information
regarding the specific details of the students’ past exposure and experiences with agriculture.
Some of this information included topics such as the level of experience with agriculture, types
of experience, characteristics of their community of origin, influence of agriculture in their daily
life, general agriculture knowledge, and where they get the majority of their agricultural news.
The findings from objective one does support Elliot’s (1999) theory of one’s knowledge base and
opinions being greatly impacted by external factors such as homelife, types of involvement with
agriculture, past experiences, and agriculture education (Dale et al., 2017 Holt & Cartmell,
2013).
Clemons et al., (2018) stated that it is vitally important for young children, teens, and
adults to have consistent experience with agriculture. However, the lack of experience with
agriculture is prominent in college students ages 18-23 (Clemons et al., 2018). Participants in
this particular study indicated that they had little to no agricultural experiences, which aligns
with Clemons et. al.’s (2018) claim.
Over half of the students stated that they have had a great deal of involvement with
agriculturally-based learning opportunities. However, these findings directly disagree with
Clemons et al., (2018) which states that the majority of the general population claim to have a
low involvement with agriculture. It is important to note that most of the respondents stated a
high involvement with agriculture, and this could be due to the nature of being enrolled in the
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at Mississippi State University.
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Even though the majority of our society has low involvement with agriculture, they do
acknowledge the importance of the industry, and the respondents also agreed that agriculture has
a great deal of influence on their daily lives (Greaney et al., 2009; Smith, 2013; Grebitus et al.,
2017). Moreover, while Grebitus et al., (2017) stated that the public should have foundational
knowledge of agriculture, the respondents did in fact agree with that statement and respond that
they, along with their peers, should possess a general knowledge about agriculture. Orr, (2012),
states that 72% of consumers have confirmed that their basic understanding about the agriculture
industry is quite limited, unlike the students who responded to the questionnaire who claim to
have a basic, foundational knowledge of agriculture.
Grebitus et al., (2017) posed that college students should be required to take mandatory
agriculture related coursework to improve agriculture education rather than optional workshops
offered within their community. However, respondents disagreed with that statement and
suggested that optional workshops would be far more affective in agriculture education efforts
for themselves and their peers. Moreover, mandatory agriculture coursework was ranked as the
least effective way to educate college students about agriculture which disagrees with research
conducted by Grebitus et al., (2017), Marietta et al., (1999), and Greaney et al., (2009).
Respondents were asked to choose which source they gathered most of their agriculture
news from a given list of news outlets. Overall, the students claimed to glean their agriculture
news from social media platforms much like Brune et al., (2018) discovered. In contrast, even
though students seek out agricultural news through social media platforms, the students ranked
social media as the least trustworthy news source which confirmed the claims made by Brune et
al., (2018). Overall, the students ranked social media as their preferred method of gaining
agricultural news. Smith, (2013) claims that social media heavily impacts the college student’s
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food purchasing decision’s due to the heavy presence in our society. The respondents agreed
with previous research, confirming that social media has a high influence on their daily lives,
specifically in regard to learning about agricultural topics.
Objective Two
Objective two was created to simply gather characteristics of the participant’s habits
related to their purchasing decisions. Results from the questionnaire do show that students
choose local grocery stores and big box stores that are most readily available to them. In
agreement with Smith (2013), who states that college students are far more likely to purchase
from big box stores and local grocery stores due to the cost-effective nature of the store, and
local availability, the majority of the students also indicated that they purchase their groceries
at local grocery stores rather than farmers markets. Respondents to this study do shop at local
grocery stores much like the claims made by Smith, (2013) who states that local grocery stores
are the more popular choice among college students ages 18-23.
Objective Three
Objective three sought to collect data from the participants related to what kind of role
external factors played in college students’ food purchasing decisions. This objective was
addressed through a series of questions that directly examined their opinions of food, and which
specific factors influence their purchase of food products. By asking these specific questions, it
allowed the researcher to understand which factors influences the college student’s food
purchasing decisions, and gather data that would support the conceptual framework for this
study.
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The resulting data from the questionnaire backs up the claims made by Smith, (2013),
Dietric, (2010), and Juliusson et al., (2005) concerning purchasing decisions. The survey
responses show that students are in fact concerned with factors such as quality, price, and taste
when making a food purchasing decision (Smith, 2013; Dietric, 2010; Juliusson et al., 2005). An
additional factor that impacted the students purchasing decisions greatly was their existing
knowledge about the product in question. Students are far more likely to purchase a product
based upon their existing knowledge of the product, and if it meets their standards such as
quality and price (Smith, 2013). Juliusson et al., (2005) posits that one of the biggest influences
on an individual’s ability to make a purchasing decision heavily relies on their existing
knowledge of that product. The respondents confirmed that their existing knowledge was a
primary influential factor in their decision-making process. Smith, (2013) states that one’s
existing knowledge, and perhaps a college students major may influence their agricultural
knowledge. Our respondent’s decision to purchase was influence by their college major. These
factors have been known to influence which specific product one purchases when shopping for
groceries.
Objective Four
Objective four of this study was to determine how previous exposure to agriculture
influences college students’ purchasing decisions. This objective was addressed through a series
of questions that asked the students specifically about their past level of experience with
agriculture. The students’ exposure and level of involvement with agriculture prior to college
was found to be a significant influence on each of the following factors: GMOs, organic,
hormone-free, antibiotic-free, natural, vegan, plant-based, grass-fed, cage-free, pasture-raised,
and country of origin as stated by Smith, (2013). With a p value of < .05, each of these
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‘buzzwords’ were found to be significantly impacted by a student’s exposure to agriculture as
indicated by Smith (2013) and Grebitus et al., (2017). These findings align with and support
previous research because students’ responses agreed that prior exposure to agriculture affects an
individual’s decision-making process and food purchasing decisions (Dietric, 2010; Grebitus et
al., 2017; Smith, 2013).
Dietric, (2010), and Juliusson et al., (2005) claim that the decision-making process is
directly influenced by cognitive biases, demographic differences, past experiences, personal
belief systems, and financial standing, which is directly in line with the findings of this study.
Results show that students are more likely to alter their food purchasing decisions regarding
labeling such as GMO, organic, hormone-free, and other similar ‘buzzwords’ if they have had
prior exposure to agriculture and involvement in agricultural activities as outlined by Elliot,
(1999), Dietric, (2010), Grebitus et al., (2017). Figure 5.1 depicts the adapted conceptual
framework for this study.
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Figure 5.1

Elliot’s Agriculture Literacy Adapted Framework Including Purchasing Decisions.

External factors in the decision-making process and how this effects Elliot’s agriculture literacy
framework.
This decision-making process combined with Elliot’s theory has proven useful in
examining a college student’s personal food purchasing decision (Elliot, 1999; Dietric, 2010;
Grebitus et al., 2017). The findings from this study support the claims made by the decisionmaking process, and Elliot’s (1999) theory. Combining Elliot’s (1999) theory, with the decision
making process to create the adapted model for this study, it was proven to be a useful tool in
examining and confirming that past agriculture experience and involvement in agriculture does
have the power to alter a college students’ food purchasing decision.
Recommendations for Future Research
The results from this research can help inform future researchers about the various ways
agriculture does impact college students. Dale et al., 2017 stresses the importance of
understanding how agriculture impacts our society on a variety of levels, especially within the
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college student demographic. College students possess a great deal of power over the future
legislative decisions, and they are able to help preserve the future of the agriculture industry
(Dale et al., 2017). College students should be well informed citizens of our society who can
think independently and are aware of the many ways that agriculture effects their lives (Colbath
& Morrish, 2010). This study also intends to serve as a catalyst for future researcher to explore
topics related to education efforts for college students, specifically agriculture education. By
examining how agriculture affects their purchasing decisions, future researchers may be able to
target specific areas that can have the highest impact for agriculture education for college
students ages 18-23.
Future studies should further examine the specific areas that college students’ decisions
are affected by agriculture as a whole (Colbath & Morrish, 2010). By examining how past
experiences with agriculture directly effects an individual purchasing decision, further research
can be conducted to combat problems with agriculture literacy in adults. Future researchers
should also investigate the impacts of past exposure to agriculture and how this can impact the
influence of social media and agriculture education. Social media has been shown to have an
impact on college students, and how this can impact their purchasing decisions. As these media
platforms are in our world for the foreseeable future, researchers should assess the ways to
positively impact these platforms with useful and educational methods regarding agriculture.
This study should be replicated with a larger sample size to generalize the findings that
would be more applicable to a larger population. This questionnaire should be administered to
more students involved with non-agriculture related fields of study to examine how the responses
change within each population. Additionally, the variable discussed throughout this study should
be narrowed into a more concise list to further examine specific impacts on college students
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purchasing decisions such as financial wellness, where they derive their agricultural information,
and agricultural involvement in college.
While studies have been conducted to assess a decisions based upon purchasing organic,
or non-organic, research should examine how the extreme viewpoints within agriculture
education should be addressed. This study could examine how
Researchers should also explore how the phenomenon of convenience shopping may
impacts the purchasing choices of college students. It has been proven that existing knowledge of
a product, and family influence are contributing factors to ones purchasing decision. However, a
comparison study should be conducted to assess the level of impact from both convenience
shopping and how prior knowledge of a product influences one’s food purchasing decisions.
Recommendations for Practitioners
Additionally, while agriculture subjects have slowly been incorporated into the
educational systems grades K-12, more efforts should be made to continue agriculture education.
Specifically, within high school ages children, agriculture should be implemented by hands on
learning activities, farm tours, and other various experiential educational methods rather than
rote memorization techniques. Instructors, and local extension agents should examine ways to
increase agriculture awareness within the university settings to reach this specific demographic
of students (Dale et al., 2017). Results from the questionnaire indicate that college students hope
to see more workshops and other voluntary courses that cover agriculture basics, gardening, and
even cooking courses. College students agree that they should possess a general agricultural
knowledge base, and they want to explore more ways to familiarize themselves with the
agriculture industry in order to promote and preserve the future of agriculture.
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Purchasing Decisions of College
Students - CALS
Start of Block: Default Question Block
Q1 IRB Approval Number: IRB-20-468
Title of Research Study: What do we Know? An Agricultural Literacy Study Study Site:
Mississippi State University Researchers: Carley Calico Morrison, Mississippi State University
Purpose
To determine college students' perceptions and knowledge of agricultural topics.
Procedures This survey is online through Qualtrics. Participants are allowed to exit the survey
at any given moment that they feel uncomfortable with the questions or just wish to not divulge
their opinion.
Risks or Discomforts There are no known risks to participating in this study.

Incentive to Participate At the conclusion of the survey participants will be asked to voluntarily
provide their email addresses to be entered to win a $25 gift card to Amazon. Participants are
not required to enter an email address. Moreover, the email addresses that are provided will be
removed from the surveys prior to data analysis to protect respondents identities.
Confidentiality Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are
subject to disclosure if required by law. Research information may be shared with the MSU
Institutional Review Board (IRB), and the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP), and
others who are responsible for ensuring compliance with laws and regulations related to
research. The information from the research may be published for scientific purposes; however,
your identity will not be given out.
Your name and identifying information will not be connected in any way to your responses by
separately submitting your PRP Identity Code back to the system while your responses are sent
to a different database for retrieval by the researcher.
Thank you for agreeing to participate in our research. Before you begin, please note that the
data you provide may be collected and used by Amazon as per its privacy
agreement. Additionally, this research is for residents of the United States over the age of 18; if
you are not a resident of the United States and/or under the age of 18, please do not complete
this survey.
Note that Amazon Mechanical Turk, Qualtrics, and Inquisit have specific privacy policies of their
own. You should be aware that these web services may be able to link your responses to your
ID in ways that are not bound by this consent form and the data confidentiality procedures used
in this study. If you have concerns you should consult these services directly.
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Questions If you have any questions about this research project or want to provide input,
please feel free to contact Dr. Carley Morrison at 662-325-0749. For questions regarding your
rights as a research participant or to request information, please feel free to contact the MSU
Human Research Protection Program (HRPP) by e-mail at irb@research.msstate.edu, or visit
our participant page on the website at http://orc.msstate.edu/humansubjects/participant/. To
report problems, concerns, or complaints pertaining to your involvement in this research study,
you may do so anonymously by contacting the MSU Ethics Line at
http://www.msstate.ethicspoint.com/.
Voluntary Participation Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal
to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
You may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.
Please take all the time you need
to read through this document and decide whether you would like to participate in this
research study. If you decide to participate, your completion of the research procedures
indicates your consent. Please keep this form for your records.
Research Participant Satisfaction Survey In an effort to ensure ongoing protections
of human subjects participating in research, the MSU HRPP would like for research participants
to complete this anonymous survey to let us know about your experience. Your opinion is
important, and your responses will help us evaluate the process for participation in research
studies. https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/M5M95YF
Q2
For your information, the definition of agriculture as defined by Merriam Webster dictionary is-

The science, art, or practice of cultivating the soil, producing crops, and raising livestock and in
varying degrees the preparation and marketing of the resulting products.
Q3 Are you currently a student in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at Mississippi
State University?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Skip To: End of Survey If Are you currently a student in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at
Mississippi State... = No
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Q4 What is your race?

o White (1)
o Black or African American (2)
o American Indian or Alaska Native (3)
o Asian (4)
o Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander (5)
o Other; please specify (6) ________________________________________________
Q5 Sex:

o Male (1)
o Female (2)
o I would prefer not to comment

(3)

Q6 What year were you born?
______________________
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Q8 Please choose your classification

o Freshman (1)
o Sophomore (2)
o Junior (3)
o Senior (4)
Q9 Which of the following describes characteristics of your home/community of origin, or where
you spent the majority of your childhood?

o Rural town, population < 5,000 with farms or ranches (1)
o Rural town, population (2)
o Small city or suburb, population between 5,000 and 50,000 (3)
o Small town; population of (4)
o Urban area, population >50,000 (5)
Q10 Rate your level of past experience/familiarity with agriculture (ex: agronomy, integrated
pest management, agriculture economics, farming, livestock, gardening, etc...)

o No experience (1)
o Little experience (2)
o Some experience (3)
o Lots of experience (4)
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Q13 How would you describe your general knowledge about agriculture?

o No knowledge at all (1)
o Slightly knowledgeable (2)
o Moderately knowledgeable (3)
o Very knowledgeable (4)
o Extremely knowledgeable (5)
Q14 What does the USDA stand for?
________________________________________________________________
Q15 To your best knowledge, what is the USDA's definition of organic?

o Products grown with a minimal amount of fertilizer and or pesticides (1)
o
Products grown without the use of pesticides, synthetic fertilizers, genetically modified
organisms, or ionizing radiation (2)
o
Products that do not contain any artificial flavoring, coloring, or chemical preservatives
(3)
o I do not know (4)
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Q18 When grocery shopping, which factor primarily influences your choices? Please rate each
of the options from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Please slide the bar to your
desired response.
Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree
agree
disagree
GMO (genetically modified organism) ()
Organic ()
Hormone free ()
Antibiotic free ()
Natural ()
Vegan ()
Plant-based ()
Grass-fed ()
Cage-free ()
Pasture-raised ()

Q19 When grocery shopping, what influences your purchase of certain products? Please rate
each of the options from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Please slide the bar to your
desired response.
Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree
agree
disagree
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Appearance ()
Availability ()
Country of origin (ex: USA made, locally
grown) ()
Price ()
Taste ()

Q20 Mark which statement best describes your opinion of food. Please rate each of the options
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Please slide the bar to your desired response.
Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree
agree
disagree
Brands of food products do not influence my
perceptions of food. ()
Labels on food influence my perceptions of
food. ()
Prices of food do not influence my
perception of food. ()
My family influences my food purchasing
decisions. ()
The internet influences my food purchasing
decisions. ()
Existing knowledge about the product
influences my decision. ()
Celebrities' influence my food purchasing
decisions (musicians, actors, influencers,
athletes). ()
Politics influence my food purchasing
decisions. ()
Past experiences with agriculture influences
my food purchasing decisions. ()
Friends influence my food purchasing
decisions. ()

Page Break
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Q24 Which do you feel to be the most trustworthy platform to get your news? Please rate the
options from most trustworthy (1), to least trustworthy (6). Please drag the options into your
desired order.
______ Government websites (ex: .gov, .edu, .org) (1)
______ Social Media (Facebook, Youtube, Instagram, Twitter etc...) (2)
______ Blogs (3)
______ Television (4)
______ Radio or Podcasts (5)
______ Magazines, newspapers, scholarly articles (6)

Q25 If you would like to be entered in the random drawing for a $25 Amazon gift card, please
enter your MSState Net iD below (Ex: ab123). There are two chances to win a gift card if your
information is provided below. Your information will be removed from any future survey analysis
for your protection.
________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Default Question Block
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